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CONTINUATION SHEET 

Continuation of 11. 

Applicant's Attorney argues that Bloch et al. (US 6,922,408 B2; hereinafter Bloch) in 
view of Jones et al. (US 6,944,173; hereinafter Jones) fails to teach/suggest the step of 
"allocating at the link transmitter the plurality of data credits to a plurality of logical channels". 
The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicant's Attorney. 

Mainly, Applicant's Attorney argues (and has shown through cited portions) that Jones 
reference shows that the step of "allocation occurs at the receiver". In contrast, claim 1 shows 
that the "allocation occurs at the transmitter". With this, the Examiner respectfully disagrees 
with the Applicant's Attorney. 

First, claim language presented in claim 1 does not specifically present which part 
performs the step of allocation or does not specifically present that the allocation "occurs" at the 
link transmitter. Claim language broadly presents "allocating at the link transmitter the plurality 
of data credits to a plurality of logical channels". A person of ordinary skill in the art may 
interpret the above claim limitation that allocation is directed to the link transmitter but 
performed by a link receiver, as presented in the Jones reference . 

Jones reference shows the subroutines performed by the receiver and the transmitter in 
Figures 4-5. In the Office Action mailed Jan. 8, 2008, the Examiner has cited Figure 5 as a 
rejection to the above claim limitation. However, it is understood that both Figures are 
performed side-by-side when the receiver interacts/communicates with the transmitter. Figure 4, 
steps 32-42 (along with Figure 5, steps 52-62) shows that the receiver sends a VC credit 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/67 1 ,203 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2616 

packet of VCN "N" (virtual channel number) to the transmitter. Depending on the outcome, a 
packet is either received or the receiver waits until a data packet is received. With the above, 
Jones shows that the receiver performed the step of allocation and the allocation of credits is 
directed to the transmitter - similar to the above interpretation of the claims . 

With the above reasoning and interpretation of the presented claim language, Bloch in 
view of Jones teaches/suggest "allocating at the link transmitter the plurality of data credits to a 
plurality of logical channels". 

However, the Examiner also has considered the arguments presented by the Applicant's 
Attorney regarding the above claim limitation. If the claim language presented in claim 1, 
specifically shows that allocation occurs at the transmitter, then the rejection of Bloch in view of 
Jones is overcome. 

As to the other claims in the application, Applicant's Attorney bases his arguments on the 
same arguments presented in claim 1 . The Examiner applies the same reasoning presented in the 
arguments shown in claim 1 . 



/Aung S. Moe/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2616 



